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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to identify and evaluate the recruit-=
ment strategies for and enrollment motivation of students enrolled
in and completing Learning Skills minicourses and to determine the
effectiveness of the minicourses through the development and admin-
istration of a student evaluation survey. This survey was administered
to all students Eémplétiﬂg Learning Skills minicourses (N=141) during
the Fall 1976 semester.

The data revealed that (1) the class $gh$§g;§75nd College
counselors were the most effective recruiting agents; (2) & majority
of students were attracted to minicourses chiefly because of the
courses® intensive nature; (3) a majority of students perceived that
in-class activity sessions constituted the most effective instfugtignal
strategy; (4) a majority of students evaluated their experience in
minicourses as "very" or "extremely" helpful. Chi-square comparison
of the responses of two subgroups, one of which was identified as and
determined to Fit more closely the non traditional student profile
as disgussed and examined by Roueche (1976), revealed a significant
difference on only two survey items, both of which dealt with prefer=

nces concerning instructional strategies.

m

Implications of and recommendations concerning the study's
findings were discussgé and included, on the local level, recommenda=
tions involving changes in recruitment stratégié§ and emphases, and,
on the national level, recommendations concerning increased agtivity
in the area of research involving the attitudinal and behavioral

disposition of non traditional students.
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INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

Learning Skills minicourses are courses that are a component of El
Camino College's academic support system designed to help students improve
those communication skills that are vital to student success in most
academic courses. Minicourses are not designed to be remedial or
developmental courses as such, inasmuch as they are not listed in the
College Catalog as pr2ﬁc§ilsgé level courses or as part of an entry or
preparatory system. Further, students are not placed in or tracked into
these courses via a disqu:iifying score on a standardized exam or by
virtue of low high school grades. Rather, the courses are scheduieé s0
that the student can enroll in and complete them while and not merely
before he takes other ESHISESWiE the college curriculum. In fact, it
is recommended that a student enrolling in a minicourse also be con-
currently enrolled in at least one other college course requiring texts
and tests and hopefully regquiring course-related skills in reading,
writing, outlining, listening, notetaking, and test-taking.

The learning skills minicourses presently offered consist of Learn-
ing Skills 20, Prewriting Workshop: Learning Skills 25, Workshop in
Critical Thinking; Zeé:nigg Skills 30, Workshop in Test=Taking; and
Leérniﬂg Skills 35, Listening-Notetaking Workshop. These minicourses

are defined in the "Definitions of Terms" section of this practicum, and

o
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the terms minicourse and workshop are considered as convertible terms

for the purpose of this paper.
Because it is, then, difficult to classify these minicourses as

purely remedial, developmental, or traditional, those in the academic

community who find these designations comfortable are disturbed by the
courses' lack of convenient categorization--and even by their éxistéﬂge.
This might be expected; for, like some other innovative instructional
approaches, minicourses reflect an attitude of dissent from the rather

commonly and tacitly accepted notions that
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therefore a more reliable--or defensible--vehicle for develop-
ing communication skills (see Worthen, 1967);

—-— the lecture-classroom, three-unit course is the most viable
medium for conditioning students to apprehend the communication
skills necessarg for college-level learning (see Milton, 1972):
course (see Sweiger, 1972) is sufficient to prepare students to
perform effectively in other courses;

-- students should be tracked into a prescribed curricular sequence
because they are unable to make prudent discriminations concern-
ing the specific treatments they need to build communication
skills (see Sweiger, 1972);
courses that lack academic integiitg: especially because they
do not assign grades indicative of levels of attainment and

aveid hierarchical grading (see Milton, 1972):

6
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~- students should qualify on a nationally-normed achievement or
aptitude test before enéaéing in the standard college curricu-
lum (see Sweiger, 1972):

-- the use of media, however enlightened or integral to the course
objectives, is essentially a crutch and is inferior to a primar-
ily lecture-oriented delivery system (Worthen, 1967) ;

—- courses designed to respond to student interest or to stated
and immediate student need attract a population of students
whose academic intentions are suspect (Vaughan, Elosser, and

Flynn, 1976).

under attack because it does not closely enough resemble the standard
"Model I" model of instructional design an&»s:cgs described and
explained by Cross (1974). Consequently, this study is one answer

to the ‘:ha;:gé that the minicourse should undergo evaluative scrutiny

in order to prove itself as deserving a place in the curriculum.

The Significance of this Study

That communication-oriented minicourses are evaluated at all
appears to be of some significance in itself. A review of the profes-
sional literature indicates that thus far minicourse practitioners and
researchers apparently have reported only literature that reflects
course descriptions and expectations (see Scarafiotti and Schoolland,
1974; Spaulding, 1974), although one practitioner has reported outcomes
that are glowing in terms of student success in subsequently taken con-

tent courses (Editors of Change, 1976).

7
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Gi%en the prolific 1itgraturé on Iinstructional evaluation, it is
somewhat surprising that formative and summative studies cohcerning
course EEEECtivéness have exerted only very modest influence on iésﬁ;u¢=
tional and curricular ckange or improvement (Wittrock, 1973). Also,
considering the controversies that have arisen over the validity and
accuracy of research designs calculated to measure course and program
effectiveness (see Fairbanks, 1975; Meeth, 1976; Sherman, 1976; Trent
and Cohen, 1973), the problem of choosing and/or fashioning a design
becomes at best troublesome. Although writers agree that controversy
is, and perhaps inevitably, far from resolvement, it appears that seven
identifiable methods and styles of instructional evaluation have emerged
and, in different dimensions and frequencies, have entered the evaluative
arena. These designs and approaches are represented in the following
models or criteria:

1. Pre-post-tests on standardized achievement tests

2. Pre-post-tests on criterion-referenced tests (instructor or

department authored)

3. Grade point average after completion of evaluated course

4. Success in a course for which the course being evaluated

serves as prerequisite

5. Attrition in the course being evaluated and/or attrition or

dropout rate in other courses for which the evaluated course
serves as corridor, preparation, or prerequisite

6. Cost-effectiveness, usually measured in terms of instructor-

hour/student—contact ratio or WSCH

7. Student evaluation




For the purposes of evaluating the effectiveness éf

/
minicourses,

[

models 1-6 were not considered feasible or applicabhle for the following

reasons

Model 1. =

Model 3. =
Model 4. =

Model 5. =

Model 6. =

Therefore,

Standardized tests thait measure the discrete 5kills

ntertained in minicourses are not available.

{143

Development and refinement of valid and reliable instru-

!

ents for this purpose require more time than can be
allowed and still comply with Nova requirements for
practicum schedules.

This would involve a longitudinal study that again
would interfere with practicum schedule regquirements.
Minicourses do not serve as préréguisités; therefore

the design is inappropriate.

Attrition rates in minicourses are already known, and
developing comparative data on attrition rates in courses
concurrently and subsequently taken would invelve pre-=
sently impossible-to~achieve control grouping as well as
a 1éngi£u&inal study.

This factor is already known.

for the purposes of this study, a student evaluation

survey instrument was develogeé (see survey, Appendix A) while following

Thomas, 1978).

prescribed designs and principles (see Sorenson, 1973; Sherman, 1976;

The Objectives of this Study

3
[
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to determine the avenue that directed students to minicourses
(as reflected in items 1 & 2, Appendix A);

to determine the reasons why students enrcll in minicourses
(as reflected in items 3 & 4);

to evaluate aspects of the minicourses' design and methods

(as reflected in items 5=8);

to evaluate ﬁhé overall effectiveness of minicourses (as
reflected in items 9 & 10);

to determine whether students' reason (motivation) for enroll-
ing in and completing minicourses (see item 4, response 3), 3
has any predictive value in determining course effectiveness
(as explained later in this practicum under "Procedure for

Treating Data").

Assumptions

Because the evaluation survey followed a recommended design and

implementation (see Thomas, 1976), it is proposed that the following

assumptions were valid or reasonable

1.

ERIC
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Students responding to an anonymous survey completed after
grades for the courses had been announced responded with frank-
ness and without intimidation.

Being informed that their collective and individual responses
would be considered Sé;iggslg as course content and methods
are reviewed, students responded with due reflection and
deliberation.

Students involved in minicourses had a right -> register their

iQ
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perceptions concerning the worth of the courses and had some
expectation of determining the continwance, direction, or

improvement of the courses.

Six hypotheses were tested. These are listed together with a
rationale for choosing the response criterion for each hypothesis.

Hypothesis One: More than fifty students will respond to response #3,

item 4, on the survey. (This criterion was deemed
prudent, for if an N of fifty were not achieved, then
it would be actuarially difficult to render cells of

sufficient size that would lend themselves to chi-

square analysis.)

Hypothesis Tw: More than fifty percent of students will respond to

responses 3 and 4, item 5, on the survey-. (Since
item 5 is designed to reveal whether students' stated
expectations had been fulfilled by the minicourse,

it was assumed that more than fifty percent of stu-
dents completing minicourses would have t. Ir expecta-
tions fulfilled if recruitment strategies had been
forthright and not misleading.)

Hypothesis Three: Mo.e than fifty percent of students will respond to

responses 3 and 4, item 6, on the survey. (Since
it was assumed that a majority of students would be

following the recommended enrollment pattern by con-

currently taking other courses that required the--

11
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Hypothesis Four:

Hypothesis Five:

Hypothesis Six:

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

skills being treated in minicourses, it was therefore
assumed +hat a simple majority of students shounld

find minicourse treatment immediately helpful in

their concurrent curricular pursuits.)

More than fifty percent of students will respond to
responses 4 ané 5 on items 9 and 10 of the survey.
(In order to show that minicourses are effective both
in comparison with other courses offered on campus

as well as their effectiveness in terms of overall
student appraisal, it is posited that a simple maior-
ity of students completing minicouises should judge
the courses to be very or extremely helpful to them.)
More than fifty percent of students will not respond
to any one of the five response possibilities in

item 8 of the survey. (Since item 8 was desifned to
reflect any negative student attitudes toward methods
and approaches used in minicourses, it was assumed
that a simple majority would not find any single
method or approach so iﬂeffésti?e as to oceasion more
than a fifty per..cnt response.)

Studen#s responding to response #3, item 4, of the
survey,. will, on items 1-3 and items 5-10, show a
significant difference at the .05 level of confidence
when compared &ith those students responding to

response alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 on said item

12



and survey and as measured by the chi-square statis-

tical technique. (This hypothesis was devised to

dizeét the study so that stu&ént”@étivéti,n Cfééson)“”gg
for taking a minicourse could be (1, identified and
then (2) studied as a possible predictive factor in
determining future recruitment efforts and revising
course methods and content.)

Definitions of Terms

Minicourse = a term convertible with the term workshop; a one-unit,
non-transfer, credit/no credit, non-prerequisite, lecture-activity course
(1) emphasizing development of reading, writing, listening, notetaking
and téststaking skills, (2) involving eighteen hours of instruction over
a six-week period, (3) utilizing appropriate media and technology in

the instructional process, and (4) assigning individualized, prescribed,
out-of-class, and usually audio-tutorial modules or activities for stu-

dents who request or need additional treatment.

= comprised of those students responding to response 3,

Group A

item 4, of the evaluation survey and therefore identified as fhégg stu-
dents that best fit the category of studeqts who benefit from the non
traditional and mediated approaches and as studied aﬁd described by
Roueche (1976).

| Group B = comprised of those studénts rgspanding to responses 1, 2,
4, and 5, item 4, of the evaluation survey, being distinguished from
Group A, and therefore identified as students less likely to correspond
with those studied and described by Roueche (1976).

13
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PROCEDURE ;

The Study Design

The study used an anonymcus student éurv&g (see Appendix A) admin-
istered after.gompletion of the course and after grade assignment in
order to (1) determine the avenue that directed students to the course,
(2) determine students' reasons for enrolling in the course, (3) eval-=
uate aspects of the courses' design and methods, (4) evaluate the over-
all effectiveness of the courses, and (5) dete:miné whether students'
motivation (expressed reason) for taking the courses has any predictive
value-in determining course effectiveness. After the initial draft of
the survey had been devised, minicourse instructors :eaé and edited the
first version, which, after revision, was submitted to twelve former
minicourse students, who took the survey then conferred with this partieci-
pantrconée:ning ambiguous items or wording that might lead to inconsist-
evaluation survey was again revised and then reproduced in final_form

and as exhibited in Appendix A.

The Samples

The samples consisted of all students completing Learning Skills
20, 25, 30, and 35 taken at El Camino College during the fall 1976

semester (N=141).

Data Collection Procedures
After the student evaluation survey instrument had been administered

at the end of all minicourses held during the fall 1976 semester, data

derived from student responses were collected as follows.
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yl; All responses from student surveys were mark—-sensed on

computer-compatible response sheets.

2. All written responses in answer to "Other" categories were
hand recorded, grouped, and généricailg categorized when
p@ssibgggl

3. All response sheets were submitted for computer analysis and
the results af this tabulation as well as the data derived
from step 2 above were augmented to produce a comprehensive
response tabulation (see Appendix B).

4. Response sheets for those étudeﬁts responding to response #3,
item 4, of the survey, were separated from response sheets
feg:eseﬂﬁing all other students involved in the study, and thelx
data derived from both groups were tabulated separately and as
displayed in Appendix C.

5. The responses derived from step 4 above were ar:éngeﬁ in cells,
and certain cells were eliminated or coalesced in instances
that :eguirgd this a&juétment and as indicated in Appendix D.
These data were submitted to chi-square éamparisen aﬁalysis

- procedure and results of this-éamgarisgn are listed in Appen—

dix D.

Procedure for Treating Data

To verify or negate the aforementioned hypotheses, the data col-
lected were treated to obtain the following results.

Hypothesis One. Since 81 students or 57.4% responded to response 3,

item 4 (see Appendix B, item 4), Hypothesis One was accepted and an.

15
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actuarial situation conducive to chi-square application was achieved.

Hypothesis Two. Since 73 students or 51.7% rasponded to responses

3 and 4, item 5 (see Appeﬁéix B, item 5), Hypothesis Two was accepted.

Hypothesis Three. Since 93 students or 66% respbndeé to responses

3 and 4, item 6 (see Appendix B, item 6) Hypothesis Three was accepted.

Hypothesis Four. Since 96 students or 68.1% responded to responses
4 and 5, item 9; and since 103 students or 73% responded té responses
3 and 4, item 10, Hypothesis Four was accepted (see Appendix B, items
9 and lﬂg.

Hgggthésigufive. Since no more than 39 or 27.7% of the students

responded to any one response category in item 8, Hypothesis. Five was
accepted (see item 8, Appendix B).

Hypothesis Six . Chi-Square comparison of Group A and Group B

responses to items 1-3 and items 5-10 of the student evaluation survey
(see Appendix D) indicates that Hypothesis Six was rejected except

that the item 3 comparison proved to be significant at the .01 level of
confi&engé} and the item 7 comparison proved to beﬂsignifisant at the
.001 level of éénfidence.' Therefore, except for items 3 and 7, both
of which reflect attitudes towards specific features, methods, and/or
approaches inherent and‘emghééiééd iﬁ'minicoursés; it appears that
Group A and Group B do not differ appreciably in their evaluation of
minicourses; nor is there a significant difference in the kind of

recruitment strategies that persuaded them to enroll in the course(s) .
]

Discussion, Implications and Recommendations

The first objective of this study was to determine the avenue that

16
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directed students to and influenced them to enroll in minicourses. It
is interesting to note that the class Schedule znd that College coun-

selors were most influential in apprising students of the minicourses

. existence (see item 1, Appendix B). However, in terms of influence '

(see item 2), only g@gnselérslseem to be very persuasive, and, interest—
ingly, 31 students or 22 percent FiéWEd themselves as being the
"factor" that persuaded them to enroll in a minicourse. That so many
students perceived this influence as "internal” is enigmatic; however,
that counselors seem to be consistently the agency that informs stu-
dents about minicourses and are also the agents who influence students
to take minicourses is certainly warthygéf notice in terms of recruit-
ment.

Also related to recruitment strategies and to the second Qﬁjective
of this study is the data derived from item 3 of this survey. These
data iﬁﬂigate that 97 or 68.8 percent §f the students perceive éhat
they were attracted to enroll in minicourses because these courses
concentrate on a single learning skill, and 25 or 17.7 percent of the
students were attracted because minicourses were only six weeks in
duration (see item 3, Appendix B). 'But perhaps more significant, and
in terms of internal motivating faétars, is the fact that their chief
reason fbr enrolling in a minicourse was to "become a more efficient
and self-confident learner for your own satisfaction." This :;sg@nse

level was more than twice as great as any of the response levels

registered in the other four response categories (see item 4, Appen—

dix B). Thus, inasmuch as Roueche's study (1976) indicates that

students wishing to build self-confidence and to learn more effectively

17
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are those that (1) are less interested in "degreesmanship" and (2) are

more interested in building life-related learning skills and that these

is interesting that more than half of the students enrolled in mini-
courses appear to fill Roueche's description. .
The third objective of the stﬁdg was to evaluate the minicourses'’
design and methods. Item 5 was designed to measure course satisfaction
and/or effectiveness in terms of student expectation upon entering the
was bézelg exceeded. Responses to item 6 were even more encouraging
because students were asked to indicate whether the content or skiils
building strategies involved in minicourses were immediately effective
in helping students to achieve in concurrent courses, and the 66 per-
cent positive response to this item is encouraging (see item 6, Appen-
dix B). Again the data derived from item 7 (see Appendix B) are
interesting inasmuch as the percentage of student responses rather
closely approximate the percentage of time exerted to carry out each
method or approach listéd; Therefore, student perceptions on this
item suggest that minicourse practitioners should not be overly con=
cerned about revision of delivery tactics. However, the fact that
39 students or 27.7 EEIC%Ef’iE§i§§§E§ that "prescribed aut;ﬂf—slass
activities, projects, or modules” were least helpful or useful to
students is inte:gretgd’as éither (1) iﬂéi;atieﬁ that few students had

1ad participated in such activities or (2) one

quarter of the students did not indeed find such measures or tactics
.useful.
O
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In terms of the fourth objective of this study, evaluating the
overall effectiveness &f minicourses, it is interesting that Easi%iva
responses to item 9 were registered by 96 students or 68.1% and that
positive responses to item 10 were registered by 103 students or 73%,
indicating %&asanable consistency in these two measures anﬁ giving more
weight to. the reliability of thg evaluation survey.

The study’'s fifth objective is focused on identifying students
who might best be served by miniééurses (Group A) and then searching
out those aspects of thé courses that might’be most applicable to or
éggggsbelgful to them. It can be noticed that Group A :eég@nsgs for
response 3, item 3, are significantly greater than those of Group B.

It can élsé be noticed that Group A resé@ﬁsgs to response 2, item 3,
are significantly less than those of G:éuF B (see Appendix C). Such
would indicate that (l) Group A students are more interested in £he
fact that minicourses concentrate on a single learning skill and that
{2) Group B students find thé'miniSégrses' short duration appealing.
Again, comparison of the ‘responses of these twg groups as they. reacted
to item 7 (see Appendix C) indicates that Group A finds the use of
media most helpful while Group B favors short 12é§ur§?§iscussiéﬂ

sessions.

Implications

At the lééal level, the implications of this study focus chiefly
on matters of r%gruitmént; esggciallglsiése it was learned that the
class Schedule and also College counselors are the chief sources of
recruitment. Even more important to the recruitment process is the

fact that counselors are extremely influential in their recommendations

19
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and that gaunseiérs are the prominent recommending source directing
students to minicourses.

At both the local and national levels implications of this study
involve both the treatment employed in minicourses as well as the
evaluation by students of this treatment. It is interesting that these
implications are rather eclosely related to Roueche's (1976) study of
non traditional students. For inétéﬁse, Roueche states that the non
traditional student typically seeks immediate pay—off in the courses
he takes; and the fact that the students in this study indicate their
preference for (1) a short course, (2) a course involving a single
learning skill, and (3) a course that helps them succeed in concurrent
courses seems to corroborate Roueche's findings_ Again, Roueche's
contention that the use of individualized, mediated instructional
deliverg.sgstems is effective with non traditional students is borne
out in this study, especially inasmuch as Group A students indicated
their preference for mediated stgategies used in minicourses.

Finally, the fact that Group A students and Group B students
registered significantly different attitudes on ecnly two items in the
survey may be yet another indication that whatlmaﬁg researchers
have been saying for some time is true: What is good or séitablé for
the non traditional student is good and suitable for those students
not so classified. |

Recommendations

At the local level, it is recommended that
(1) minicourses continue to be offered at the optimum scheduling

15?&1 ’
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(2) minicourses be featured in a special section of subsegquent
class Schedules,

(3) increased efforts be employed to apprise counselors of mini-
course effectiveness and of counselor effectiveness in
directing students to minicourses,

(4) miﬁic@urse entries in both the College Catalog and the élass
Schedule be edited in order to émphasize the fact that each
minicourse concentrates on a single learning skill.

At the national level, it is hoped that the results of this study
will be considered as (l) a serious effort to effect curricular evalua-
tion and improvement through student involvement and an evaluative
design that obtains information that éﬂlg students can prs&géé; and
(2) part of the research matrix being developed to improve inst:uctisﬁal

conditions so that they more effectively serve non traditional students.

B
-
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APPENDIX A 0

EI CAMINO COLLEGE
Learning Assistance Center

MINICOURSE STUDENT EVALUATION SURVEY

%

lease do not write your name on this survey.

e

DIRECTIONS: 1.

2. Read the entire survey through Eéfb:g géu fill it out.

3. Write only one response for each item on this survey.

4. Please return the survey to the box at the back of the
room when you have completed it and as you are leaving.

l. You flrst learned about this worksho

‘M
]
I

1. in the Class Schedule

2. in the College Catalog
3. from a counselor
4. from an instructor

5. from another student

6. Other (Please specify) ) o e

4. an instructor

5. another student

6. Other (Please specify) i e e

ERIC | 24
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Minicourse Survey

The feature that appealed to you most about this workshop was

that i€ —-

l. 1is a credit/no credit class

2. is a short class, only 6 weeks long
3. concentrates on one learning skill :
4. can be taken at different times during the semester

5. has no prerequisite

6. Other (Please specify) - _ e

Your chief reason for enrolling in this workshop was to ==
l. make better grades
2. make it easier to get the grades you want.

3. become a more efficient and self-confident learner for your
own satisfaction

4. earn one unit of credit

5. oOther (Please speéifg) _ - e

Considering your reason for enrolling in this workshop (indicated
in item 4 above), the workshop =-

1. has not fulfilléd your expé:tatiéns

2. has partiai@gﬁfulf?lled your expectations

3. h:svggégletglg,fulfilled your Efééétatiéﬂs

4. has more than fulfilled your expectations

In helping you learn in another course or courses you are presently
taking, you believe this workshop to be ==

1. not helpful at all

2. somewhat helpful

3. quite a bit of help

4. very helpful

5. No opinion because you are not taking another course that
requires these skills
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Minicourse Survey

7. The method or approach you found most useful or helpful in this
workshop is --
- 1. +the use of media -- tapes, films, overhead projector,
VTR recordings
( 2. short lecture/discussion sessions
3. in-class skills activities or exercises
4. lpréscribéé out-of-class activities, projects, or modules

5. Other (Please specify) __ . 7 L

8. The method or approach you found least useful or helpful in this
workshop is -~ ; -

l. the use of media -- tapes, films, overhead projector,
VIR recordings

2. short lecture/discussion sessions

3. din=class skills activities or exercises

4. prescribed out-of-class activities, projects, or modules

5. Other (Please specify) o -

9. In comparison to other college courses you have completed, this one
ranks as ==
1. not helpful or useful

2. very little help or use

3. so-so
4. a lot of help
5. extremely helpful or useful

6. no opinion because you have not taken other College courses

10. oOverall, you believe the workshop was of the following benefit to you:
l. no help at all
2. very little help
3. so-so

4. a lot of help

5. extremely LéleEl ‘
. D4

O
RIC 2976 e
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SURVEY RESPONSES OF ALL STUDENTS
COMPLETING MINICOURSES
(N=141)

You first learned about this workshop —=

Res}

nse

1. in the Class Schedule
2. 1in the College Catalog
3. from a counselor
4. from an instructor

5. from another student
6. Other

N % Other Responses

Learning Center Poster

8 7
5 3.5 Other Campus Office

1. the Class Schedule

2. ‘the College Catalog
3. a counselor '

4. an instructor

20 4.2 5. another student

40 28.4 6. Other

NoO% Othsr Responses

Self

Family

Other Ca: ;us Office
Learning Center Poster

27
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ITEM 3 -

The feature that appealed {6 youw most about
this workshop was that it --

NoO%
7 l. is a credit/no credit class
25 2. 1is a short class, only 6 weeks long
97 __ ‘3. concentrates on one learning skill
3 4. can be taken at different times during
the semester
3 2.1 5. has nc preregquisite
6 4.3 6. Other
N E, Other Responses
5 3.5 Teaches you how to learn
l 0.7 All of the above
e
ITEM 4
Your chief reason for enrolling in this workshop
was to --
A ]
11 7.8 1. make better grades
30 21.3 2. make it easier to get the grades geu want
81 57.4 3. become a more efficient and self-confident
learner for your own satisfaction
12 8.5 4. earn one unit of credit
7 5.0 5. Other
N % Other Responses
7 5.0 Combinations of responses l1-4
ITEM 5
Considering your reason for enrolling in this
workshop (indicated in item 4 above), the workshop ==
N % Respo. onse
_4 2.8 1. ha not fulfilled your expectatlans
4 45.4 2. g;ﬁg;g;;g_fulfilled your expectations

57 :§D.§, 3. has completely fulfilled your expectations
11.3 4. has more than fulfilled your expectations

28



ITEM 6

In helping 7ou leara in another course or courses

you are presently taking, you believe this workshop to be --

N

17

28

39

1.
2?

4.
5!

The method
helpful in this

ry

not helpful at all

somewhat helpful

gquite a bit of help

very helpful

No opinion because you are not taking
another course that requires these skills

ITEM 7

or approach you found most useful or
workshop is ==

Response

the use of media - tapes, films, overhead
projector, VTR recordings

short lecture/discussion sessions
in-class skills activities or exercises
prescribed out-=of-class activities,
projects, or modules

Other

1=

% Other Responses

[

All are useful
Guest speakers

_ 2.8
75?

[

ITEM 8

The method or approach you found least useful or
helpful in this

29 20.6

12.1
19.9
27.7

workshop is --

Resp

nse
the use of media - tapes, films, overhead
short lecture/discussion sessions
in-class skills activities or exercises

prescribed out-of-class activities,
projects, or modules

29
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ITEM 8 (cont.)

¥ % Other Responses

15 11.3 A1l were helpful; no method
was less helpful

Small group activities

Student did not specify method
or approach

—ITEM (9~

In comparison to other ‘college courses you have
completed, this one ranks as ——

J=
|o@

Response

1. not helpful or useful

2. very little help or use

3. so-so

4. a lot of help

5. extremely helpful or useful

6. no opinion becuase you have not taken
: other college courses

S [ fie
o [ |

L]

e, | ol
] ]
fod § i
» L}
Koy | Qe
o

&
|
|

ITEM 10

Overall, you believe the workshop was of the
following benafit to you:

yooE Response

1.7 l. no help at all

7 5.0 2. very little help
9" 20.6 3. so-so

67 47.5 4. a lot of help

36 5 5. extremely helpful

30




APPENDIX C

RESPONSE SUMMARY OF GROUP A (N=81)

Response 1 2 3 R - TN I

o
j e
=
I e
=
)
1=
I e
=
I e
—
[

28, M6 16, 158 16, 198 5 &2 9 1l T 8,6
0. 123 1. B8 19 8BS 6 4l s B WA
- 5 6, 9.9 66, 85 1L Lz A 25 2 2.5
0.0 0, 0.0 8L 1000 0 0.0 0. 0.0

2,5 M. 4.0 8 469 7. 8.6

2, 25 15, 185 4. 9.6 B 407 T 8.6

16, 19.8 15, 185 43 5nl 0 4 49 4 3.7

Ttem 19, 3.5 lo. 1.3 15 185 1., 2350 18 2.2 '
Ttem ¢ 0. 0.0 5, 6.2 16, 19.8 4, M6 N, NS5, 4 4,9
Item 10 0, 0.0 4, 49 16 198 3B 42 % 31

Item
Item
Item
Item
- Item
Item
Item

2o

RESPONSE SUMMARY OF GROUP B (N=60)

R;E-,’S,pgn sé — — l i — 2 e 3 - i 4‘_. — oS - 5 . —

==
o
]
J e
[ e
i =
| e
=
§ e
e
e

L

6.7 6. 10.0
133 7. 283
1.7 4 6.7
1.7

0, 3.3 9, 150 1, 283
15, 2.0 6. 0.0 N4, 233
5, 8.3 17, 83 3. 57
I, 183 . 0.0 0. 0.0
2, 33 3. S0.0 19, 37
1, L7 23 15 3400 2
4, 67 23, 83 28, 467 2, 3.3 3.3

0, 167 7, 71 ag w333 v 150

2, 3.3 Z. 3.3 13, .7 5. 4L7 1. 250 i
1 1.7 3. 50 13, 2.7 3. 533 10 16

Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Iten
Item 10

L
e

]
L
L]

10.0

O M e DM P wlu fas B3 a
B
LT o T I
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CHI-SQUARE RESPONSE COMPARISON OF
GCROUP A (N=81) AND GROUP B (N=60)
ITEMS 1-3 AND 5-10, COURSE
EVALUATION SURVEY

Significance

Item #1

17 4 4 6 Not Significant

i
]
L=
Lls]

_ 4 - _
A 10} 111t 19 61121 23
B 15 6| 14 0 8| 17

Not Significant

by
&)
b
|
[ ‘
]
(%]
]
£

B 5117 ] 31 2 1 4 Significant at the .01 Level of
_ : Confidence
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Significance

Item #5

it
N

3 4
A | 2|34 38| 7

B 2] 30 |19 9
v

B 32 |19} 9 Not Significant

1l 21 6 Not Significant

tr
-
w |
-
&

Item #7
1 2 3 4

L

A |16l 15 |43} 4 3
B 4123 |28 212

B 4123728} 2 | 2 Significant at the .001 Level of
. N . - Confidence '




Significance

b
[
W
b~
L=
b~
b
-
W
b
L]

B 10 71 13| 20 g

tu
I~
T
"l
i
] "
by
[
]
e
)
"t
]
[
u3
Vl-ﬂ
e
o
T
)
ju}
1

1 2 3 4 5
A 0 5] 16} 24} 32

W

B 2 21 13) 25] 15 2

N

A 5116} 24] 32 4

A

B 4 113 25] 15 Not Significant

Item #10

-

2 3 4 5

A 0 4|16 35| 28

A 4| 16| 35| 26
B 41131 32] 10 Not Significant

CLEARBNGHDY

JUNIOR COLLEGTS




